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Hospitality as a Human Phenomenon:
Host–Guest Relationships in a Post-Conflict
Setting
SENIJA CAUSEVIC AND PAUL LYNCH
Department of Hospitality and Tourism Management, University of Strathclyde, Scotland, UK
ABSTRACT This paper explores relationships between the diaspora and the new hosts in the context
of the post-conflict setting of Bosnia and Herzegovina. The complexity of this particular relationship
cannot be conceptualised through the commercial lens of the host–guest relationship due to the
transformability of the roles of the hosts and the guests in this particular context. The host–guest
relationship is a social phenomenon. The study therefore suggests conceptualising host–guest
relationships through the hospitality social lens framework. The study adopts a critical theory
perspective, which creates emancipatory knowledge, giving voice to those themes and issues usually
overlooked and marginalised, i.e. understanding host–guest relationships as a social phenomenon,
not just a commercial transaction. This study recovers some of those marginalised perspectives
through the interviews conducted with tourism decision makers in Bosnia and Herzegovina and
overt participant observations of the guided tours in which the Bosnian diaspora took part.
Introduction
This empirical paper is a part of a larger study that explores the process of tourism devel-
opment following major political conflict. The aim is to explore host–guest relationships
in the post-conflict setting applying Lashley, Lynch and Morrison’s (2007) hospitality
social lens. It is argued that the host–guest relationship in the post-conflict social
setting can be usefully understood as a generic social phenomenon, through reflecting
on the socio-cultural context. This reflection has been built into the theoretical framework.
Through the hospitality social lens, a perspective goes beyond the commercial character of
that transaction to consider hospitality at a social level (Molz and Gibson, 2007).
The paper focuses on hosts and guests in the post-conflict setting of Bosnia and
Herzegovina (B&H), exploring them through the relationships between members of the
visiting diaspora who are understood to be the guests and the (new) hosts. The dominant
understanding of the host–guest relationship, based on the commercial transaction, will be
presented first. Further, the paper presents the host–guest rapport in the post-conflict
setting, focusing on the issue of the diaspora and forced migrants. The paper continues
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with Lashley et al. (2007) hospitality as a social lens model, i.e. exploring hospitality in
order to understand society. Finally, it moves to the research findings, i.e. post-conflict
social settings, focusing on the issue of host–guest relationships. The dataset analysed
in this paper concerns the relationships between the diaspora as former hosts, then new
hosts, the adoptive country and, conditionally said, the home country. They are all seen
through the hospitality social lens. The fieldwork is undertaken in the Bosnian city of
Banja Luka.
Knowledge Creation: A Critical Theory
The first point of this paper is to explore the ways knowledge is created. Habermas (1978)
argues that there are three types of knowledge: 1) technical knowledge, accessed through
positivist research where facts are fixed and independent from theory; the result is the
creation of knowledge without understanding the meaning of that knowledge in a wider
socio-cultural context, 2) knowledge of understanding, accessed through the interpretive
paradigm, based on understanding meanings of the phenomena related to the social
settings in which these phenomena operate, and 3) emancipatory knowledge created
through critical theory inquiry; emancipatory knowledge gives voice to the marginalised
and less heard, and extends theory by looking at the studied phenomena from a different
angle. However, technical knowledge is the dominant orthodoxy in hospitality and tourism
research. Tribe (2004) argues that technical knowledge is based on solving problems rather
than disciplinary knowledge. The result of this kind of inquiry and knowledge creation has
been to create a gap between philosophy and science (Habermas, 1978), between the
problem per se and its wider settings. Knowledge created through problem solving,
Tribe calls an extradisciplinary knowledge. Foucault (1974) argues that power and knowl-
edge are interconnected. In studies of tourism and hospitality power is manifested in the
sense that a business and management approach dominates understanding. Tribe (2004)
argues that the tourism researcher creates tourism and that typically knowledge is
created in a way that serves business research.
This research is about observing the relationships within society through the margina-
lised voices and in this context it is about the emancipation of hospitality and tourism in a
wider social sciences perspective. A critical theory perspective leading to emancipatory
knowledge is a break away from standard tourism theorising and also of a narrow
definition of hospitality where host–guest relationships are based predominantly on
their commercial transactions.
Host–Guest Relationship: Narrow Definition
It can be argued that there are two schools of thought. One sees the host–guest relationship
entirely based on the commercial transaction between them (e.g. Wood, 1994; Aramberri,
2001; Slattery, 2002). Another sees hospitality as a social phenomenon (e.g. Smith, 1989;
Smith and Brent, 2001; Lashley and Morrison, 2000; Lashley et al., 2007). Perceiving the
host–guest relationship entirely through the commercial lens narrows down the host–
guest relationship to the relationship between the provider and the consumer of the
services and creates knowledge in an extradisciplinary way (Tribe, 2004), based on a tech-
nical knowledge created through solving problems that emerge in the process of providing
a service. It is not usually based on the knowledge of any social science disciplines, and
does not take into account socio-cultural settings. On the other hand, the second school of
thought, perceiving host–guest relationships in a generic socio-cultural setting, is interdis-
ciplinary and multidisciplinary, based on knowledge of the different disciplines extended
118 S. Causevic and P. Lynch
55
60
65
70
75
80
85
90
95
100
further. It is based on social and cultural contexts under which host–guest relationships
take place.
Reuland, Q1Chaundry and Fogel (1985) define hospitality as a process which involves a
provider of services and receiver-guest through the transfer of a product, behaviour and
environment. This definition is very dry. The main aim is to identify the elements
which bring about that commercial transaction between the consumer and the provider
of services. According to Brotherton and Wood (2000), the definition of hospitality
tends to employ commercially and economically specific definitions (p. 144). They say
that the Higher Education Funding for England Q2(1998) defined hospitality as having a
core which addresses the management of food, beverages and accommodation in a
service context (p. 2). In these dominant quests, the understanding of hospitality as part
of a social context is omitted. Aramberri (2001, p. 745) suggests that the actual definition
of the host–guest relationship is too narrow and cannot be used to account for most types
of tourist behaviour. Aramberri concentrates on the commercial aspects of the host and
guest relationships. He actually suggests narrowing it even further by criticising the defi-
nition of the host and the guest relationship that argues the host–guest relationship is a
socially constructed phenomenon (e.g. Smith, 1989, Selwyn, 2000). He also argued that
the definition of hospitality, if based on an anthropologist’s account, could not encompass,
for instance, mass tourism. Aramberri argues that the host–guest relationship needs to be
based entirely on the commercial nature of this relationship. However, Aramberri bases his
thoughts on a problem-solving issue. He wants to create a host–guest relationship
definition that would be applicable to all societies and contexts. However, generalisation
is possible only if focusing on a very narrow commercial character of the definition.
Post-Conflict Socio-Cultural Settings
Certain work has been done regarding the relationship between tourism and diasporas,
however, mostly through the commercial lens. Most accounts look at the diaspora as tour-
ists. The studies focus on diasporas as tourism segments concentrating on studying tourists
and their experiences (Timothy, 1997; Stephenson, 2002; Ioanidades and Cohen Ioni-
dades, 2002), Q3or on cultural aspects and their relevance (Gruber, 1999). These accounts
are all very important; however, they provide a narrow perspective of issues. Even
taking a tourism-centric approach (Franklin, 2007) Q4there are many gaps in this research.
Supply-side accounts of diaspora-related tourism products have been largely overlooked
(Coles, 2004). The latter author presented a supply-side perspective, i.e. what is featured
as an itinerary of American Jews on their travel to Germany, focusing on a commercial
aspect of the tour. The diaspora is rarely studied in the context of social relationships
(Duval, 2003). Mainly, it is the experience of diaspora when visiting their home
country that is studied, focusing on the individualised tourism-related experiences of
the visiting friends and relatives market (Ionidades and Cohen Ionidades, 2002 Q5) or the
sites of some cultural significance (Gruber, 1999). Moscardo et al. (2000) for instance,
focus only on direct commercial activities studying where the diaspora stay when they
return to their country of origin; the authors are interested solely in the commercial charac-
teristics of their visit, producing a certain formula that migration and tourism give rise to
a visiting friends and relatives (VFR) segment. Diaspora in tourism terms is usually posi-
tioned under the umbrella of VFR (Moscardo et al., 2000; Seaton and Tagg, 1995). This is
a consequence of diaspora being observed through narrow host–guest relationships,
mapping out commercial aspects of the relationship between diaspora as guests and the
hosts. Socio-cultural settings of the relationship are not taken into account. Duval
(2003) argues a broader social perspective, that diaspora keep going to their home
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countries for a holiday for the purpose of maintaining network affiliations. He deconstructs
the VFR category. Travel to the natal home is labelled as a “return visit” arguing that visits
to the natal home are socially more significant than broad VFR travel. In this instance, the
host–guest relationship in its commercial sense has no meaning. First, it is not completely
clear who feels like a host and who feels like a guest. The return visit has a rather social
character. Nash (1996) argues that a holiday in general, is motivated by pleasure and
ludicus. Duval’s (2003) return visit is seen as a personal transaction to be a motive to
travel. Diaspora tourism, the so called VFR segment, root tourism or ethnic tourism, is
an evident phenomenon which argues that the definition of a host–guest relationship
based solely on its commercial character is not valid anymore. As Skinner (1993 Q6)
argues, the former host is now guest, a part of a social dialectic between home and dia-
spora. King (1994) adds ethnicity into the discourse. He argues that an important part
of the diasporic travel to the “home” country, although previously being strictly appointed
to staying with friends and relatives (VFR), does not need to include that element. The
diaspora visit is usually a family reunion through travel to the relevant country. King
calls diaspora tourists an ethnic tourism. Many argue difficulties in mapping the diaspora.
Braziel and Mannur (2003) Q7suggested embracing the plurality and complexity of diaspora.
As Cohen (2002) Q8argues, the diaspora visit cannot take place in isolation and it is not a
homogeneous category (Duval, 2003).
The literature review suggests that the diaspora is the guest. If observed through com-
mercial parameters, diaspora have all the characteristics of guests. However, the diaspora
do not feel that they are the guests. O’Mahony (2007) argues for the transformability of the
roles of hosts and guests exploring the issue of Irish migrants in Australia. O’Mahony
(2007) describes a transformation between hosts and guests through the example of
Irish “guest” migrants in Australia who were socially excluded and really felt that it
was not their country. The only job available was the “underprivileged” job in hospitality.
The Irish migrant community became a part of the society as they literally became the
hosts. The example about diaspora argues that the value of hospitality goes beyond the
commercial notion. This transformation of the host and guest role and the dynamics of
the host–guest relationship cannot be encompassed without researching the host–guest
relationship as a social phenomenon in its naturalistic setting.
Hospitality a Social Lens
In broader social science research, hospitality as a social phenomenon has been inferior,
marginalised and less heard. Through the critical theory perspective (Habermas, 1978),
this paper argues that society can be understood through the hospitality lens, through
the host–guest relationships observed as a social phenomenon. Hospitality as a social
lens is a response to a very narrow host–guest outlook focused mainly on the commercial
character of the relationship.
Ritzer (2007) argues that hospitality is becoming inhospitable if conceptualised only
through its commercial sense. Ritzer (2004) explains it in an example of the automated
check in, in hotels, or fast food service. For the sake of business efficiency the focus is
on operations. This is the current meaning of hospitality. It is an orthodoxy which has
power. Seen through the Foucauldian perspective, the power invites resistance. That resist-
ance led to Lashley and Morrison’s (2000) seminal work, assessing hospitality through its
three modes: commercial, but also private and social hospitality. Commercial hospitality
includes economic transactions. Private hospitality takes place at home. Social hospitality
means observing hospitality in a broader social context. Bell (2007) argues that social
hospitality and inhospitality is happening not just between the hosts and guests, but
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between people in public spaces in general, illustrating it in public spaces in Manchester.
Therefore, the issue of hospitality needs to be observed holistically. The phenomenon of
the host–guest relationship is seen in its complete setting with the commercial character as
just one of its aspects. Lashley and Morrison (2000) recognise the overlaps between
public, private and commercial domains, for instance the commercial home (Lynch, Di
Domenico and Sweeney, 2007), where private, commercial and social domains overlap.
A more recent conceptual development is the social lens framework (Lashley et al.,
2007) (Figure 1) where the host–guest relationship is located at the core of hospitality.
The meaning of that host–guest relationship depends on the socio-cultural context. The
hospitality social lens (Lashley et al., 2007) explains wider relationships within society,
arguably looking at social relationships from an entirely different perspective. It argues
that the host–guest relationship is multi-dimensional and that hospitality can be observed
“as a mirror that reflects social norms, values, beliefs and ideologies” (p. 173). A social
lens perspective is entirely multidimensional. Dominant themes in explaining a host–
guest transaction through a social lens include a three-layered approach: first, commercial
and domestic discourses, second, dimensions of inclusion and exclusion, politics of space,
types and sites, and laws and the third maps out a socio-cultural context.
The themes (Lashley et al., 2007) are summarised in Table 1.
Research Methods
Botterill (2000) argues that social science is based on very similar premises to natural
science philosophy. Two hydrogen molecules and one oxygen molecule give water. The
question posed now is whether it is possible to base a social research inquiry on the
same premises as natural sciences. Following the assumption that social science cannot
be based on the premises and philosophies of natural sciences, this research resulted in
its relativist ontology.
Figure 1. Hospitality a social lens, revisited on a diaspora socio-cultural context. Source: Lashley et al.
(2007, p. 175).
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Fieldwork was conducted in 2006 in the city of Banja Luka, Bosnia and Herzegovina.
The city witnessed one of the worst examples of ethnical cleansing in modern history
(Hayden, 1996). The research methods employed for this study were semi-structured
and unstructured interviews and overt participant observation. Interviews were conducted
with decision makers from both public and private sectors, i.e. those whose decisions can
make a difference in the process of tourism development, and with Bosnian forced
migrants coming to Bosnia during the summer holidays. The sampling technique
employed was theoretical sampling, i.e. until theoretical saturation was reached
(Charmaz, 2002). Overt participant observation was added as an auxiliary method. The
researcher observed the Bosnian diaspora during guided tours. Furthermore, participant
observation was a dominant method for knowledge creation in this particular part of the
study. The study adopts a phenomenological approach (Van Manen, 1990; Crotty,
1996) to analyse the data, an approach related to thematic analysis (Hayllar and Griffin,
2005). The research is conducted under an interpretivist research philosophy aiming at
deepening understanding. The critical theory perspective that was adopted in this research,
gave meaning to the conducted study.
Forced Migration: Who is the Host and Who is the Guest Here?
This paper argues some specific characteristics of a post-conflict European diaspora
involving Bosnian refugees abroad and their repatriation and reconciliation. It shows
differences observed between the migrants forced to leave and economic migrants. In
both cases, however, it appears that a previous host is transformed into the guest.
Besides being forced and therefore intensely traumatic, Butler (2003) argues that refugees
during the Lebanese civil war (1975–1990) did not perceive that the conflict would last
long. They thought that the havoc would pass quickly and they would return to their
homes. Permanency of displacement was neither planned nor envisaged. This is the
main difference between economic migration and forced, politically driven migration.
The main characteristic of the Bosnian refugee exodus is similar to the one in Lebanon.
They too, did not expect it to last that long. In June 1991, there was conflict in Slovenia
that ceased after eleven days. In Bosnia, the exodus started in spring 1992 and they
Table 1. Hospitality social lens summary of themes
Host/guest transaction In some cases, the role of authority is accepted by the hosts, in other cases, the role of
authority is not accepted
Inclusion/exclusions Certain strangers are welcomed and transformed into guests, certain strangers are not
welcomed
Laws Standards norms, principles, and obligations defined through the social and cultural
settings
Performance Symbolism of meanings, authenticity and staged authenticity, depicted through the
host/guest transaction
Domestic discourse Domestic settings, gender issues, and practices observed through the transaction
between the host and the guest
Politics of space Boundaries, which denote inclusion and exclusion, domestic and commercial
discourses
Types and sites Forms and locations and their role in experiencing the host/guest transactions as the
core of the hospitality
Commerce Commercial hospitality is only one among other social dimensions of the host/guest
transaction
Socio-cultural
dimensions
Certain norms are constructed through the relationships between the hosts and the
guests and the socio-cultural contexts under which the relationships take place
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thought that they would be able to return home around September, the time when school
starts. Nobody perceived it would be so long, in some cases even permanent. The conflict
in Bosnia and Herzegovina started in April 1992 and lasted until December 1995, when the
official Dayton Peace Agreement was signed. People were not prepared. It was not poss-
ible to mentally close the chapter of their life when they lived in Bosnia. If that chapter is
not closed, the new one, in the country that adopted them, is difficult to start writing. The
links and the relations with the home country are retained. One of the important charac-
teristics of diaspora is that they travel to the place to visit their friends and family, and
also to recall their memories and roots. This is true for all kinds of diaspora; however,
forced migration leaves more emotions and feelings when it comes to the issue of visiting
a place. This research argues against calling this type of tourism VFR tourism. This cat-
egorisation is based exclusively Q9on the provision of accommodation, a narrow host–
guest perspective. It appears to be naı¨ve, vague, superficial and somehow disrespectful.
Butler (2003) noted that in Lebanon, diaspora usually stay with their families. In Bosnia,
this is rarely the case. The country has been ethnically cleansed. It is more common that
the diaspora holds family and friends reunions. The Bosnian diaspora usually stay in
hotels, at least for a reasonable part of their holiday. According to the strictly commercial
hospitality definitions presented earlier in this paper, the diaspora are the guests. A great
majority of the Bosnian diaspora, despite staying in hotels and paying for accommodation,
do not feel like guests. Their main reason for travelling is not exclusively to visit their
friends and relatives, but it is also to close that psychological chapter which is still
open, or visit places which have a special meaning to them. Once they manage to close
that chapter, they might have more in common with the category of guest. This relation-
ship is an inclusive part of the social and cultural aspect of a post-conflict situation. It does
not have any meaning if studied separately from that context.
Diaspora bring friends from their new societies. They show them the place where they
were born. Although diaspora stay in hotels, they are still the hosts in this transaction.
They mentally reject the authority of the new host. They are still the hosts to their
friends from the adoptive countries. Observing them through the hospitality social lens
clearly shows that to be the case. The themes of the social lens applied to forced migrants
re-visiting their previous home denoted that diaspora are actually hosts. On a small scale,
they act as image enhancers. The country is seen in a better light. Taking for instance a
theme of inclusion/exclusion, the diaspora is actually the host who is deciding who to
include and who to exclude. The friends coming from the adoptive countries to Bosnia
actually perform according to the laws the diaspora is presenting. Regarding the perform-
ance and the symbolism of meanings and authenticity, a diaspora develops its own mean-
ings. They are somehow in between the meaning held by the guests and by the hosts.
Regarding the politics of space, the boundaries which denote inclusion and exclusion in
the social spaces are different when comparing guests and the diaspora. Regarding the
social and cultural dimension, diaspora come to the place which once was their home.
It has been changed. The streets have different names, the sites have different meanings.
The diaspora creates a bubble in which the diaspora is host. They create a different dimen-
sion of the same space where the sites have meanings and names different from the official
ones. This is not an imaginary space. This is just another dimension of the same space,
which differs from the meanings of that space seen by both real guests and new hosts.
These dimensions could not be conceptualised through the narrow host/guest perspective.
For the case presented in this paper, the inclusion/exclusion domain appears to be very
significant. As argued by Lashley and Morrison Q10(2003) certain strangers are converted into
guests, certain others are not. Certain strangers are welcome. Laachir (2007), and Germann
Molz and Gibson (2007) illustrate migration politics through a hospitality social lens.
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Some guest-migrants are allowed to enter the country. Certain migrants are not allowed. In
tourism terms, there is a targeted market that is included, others are not included. They are
less important. Just as a market strategy argues which tourists are welcome, so it is with
national policies. In the immigrant case, it is a national policy. In tourism, it is a market
strategy. Certain markets are targeted. Laws shape the strategies, which enable targeting
and exclude certain markets. Certain migrants are allowed to enter the country. The
same occurs with tourism, certain destinations are appealing for specific markets, and
others are not.
Some informants argued that it would have been possible to work with the diaspora in
order to promote Bosnia’s tourism in the adoptive country. However, the Bosnian diaspora
as a group does not have homogeneous characteristics. Therefore this issue needs further
examination. This research identified two different kinds of B&H diaspora. One part of the
B&H diaspora expresses heavy nationalistic sentiments. They are grouped as Bosnian
Croats, Bosnian Serbs and Bosnian Bosniaks. Their inclusion in Bosnian tourism
matters may have a detrimental effect on the perception of Bosnia. Tour guides present
Sarajevo as a multicultural and tolerant place to live and visit. The real tourists get that
impression from visiting the city. The informants argued that the nationalistic sentiments
certain Bosnian diaspora express give a false impression of the country.
Another type of B&H diaspora is the one which considers B&H as one country and does
not express nationalism. They can assist in building the country’s positive image abroad.
However, they still have to be identified. As one informant (an international agency
representative, decision maker, from Bosnia) argues:
We have two different types of our diaspora. The first one is grouped by national entities,
Serbs on one side, Croats on the other and Bosniaks as a third one. Grouped by national iden-
tity, I do not think that they can help at all. I have some contacts with them. Those grouped by
national identity are scary. They cannot adequately present Bosnia. Diaspora which is not bur-
dened with nationalistic sentiments, those groups which consider Bosnia as their country, they
can do a lot. But we cannot identify those groups. We are afraid using diaspora burdened with
nationalistic sentiment. They may bring a lot of damage, but not gain.
This phenomenon has not been researched further. However, these early findings show
that the diaspora from bigger cities in Bosnia are less burdened with nationalism. Cities
in B&H have always been more mixed with different ethnic groups and they refer to
themselves as Bosnian rather than Croat, Serb or Bosniak. As the informant argued
(international agency, Bosnian citizen):
I went to school with the people from seven different confessions. My perception is cosmo-
politan. I can imagine someone who comes from a village in the mountains where almost the
whole village is one family. Q11
Diaspora which do not have an intention to return back were identified as a barometer of
change. They do not live in B&H. However, they visit Bosnia and their reaction to the
changes and happenings can give an idea whether the development is going well or if it is
just a fiction, as an informant (Tourism Association, Bosnian citizen, decision maker) argued:
Well, the diaspora, those who come frequently, they cannot see the progress . . . but those who
do not come that frequently are much more inclined to see, but also feel that something has
changed.
Diaspora – Intention to Return
The Bosnian population in the former Yugoslavia chose for their holidaying Croatian
resorts during the summer and the mountains around Sarajevo in the winter. The people
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were rather static. People were emotionally attached to their land, city, street and home.
They did not like to move and change environment, even when it came to tourism
purposes. This made the refugee exodus even more traumatic. This dimension made the
trauma of being dispersed even more demoralising for the Bosnian exodus. All these
aspects made the social dimension of the diaspora visiting their “home” country more
significant. As one of the informants argues, (decision maker, Bosnian citizen, inter-
national agency):
We did not need to travel a lot and it is a part of our mentality not to move a lot, basically to
live in the same place all our lives and therefore it takes time until new things reach us.
The aspect of home is very significant in this discourse. People who were forced to leave
are still mentally attached to their previous homes. Therefore B&H is not only a holiday
destination for its diaspora. One of the main issues in the exodus of Bosnian refugees was
that it was a military strategy to inhabit the area with political allies (Crisp, 2003). Others
were moved or removed. Some of those moved by force decided to go back, after the
peace agreement was signed. However, the environment is still hostile. Those who
decided to challenge the situation and move back to B&H needed to find a way to be included
in society. New locals perceived the old locals as the guests. By definition, guests are not
included in society. Many repatriated Bosnians use hospitality in order to play the role of
the host and then with time become the hosts, similar to O’Mahony’s (2007) study of Irish
migrants in Australia. Socially underprivileged and excluded, perceived as guests, they
need to regain the position of host. Simulating the host, playing the host through hospitality,
helps in that issue. They become socially included. Diaspora eager to return to their home
country need an incentive to be socially included. The role of host helps in that process.
There is a dichotomy between the host and the guest, but also a dichotomy between the
guests. Certain guests are welcomed. Certain guests are not welcomed.
The Bosnian government structure is extremely complex. There are many ministries
dealing with refugees and their repatriation. Their work is to secure basic human require-
ments for a safe return to the country. How to use the skills those people obtained while
abroad is not envisaged by any of the state or entity ministries and institution. The issue of
hospitality needs emancipation in this broad social science context, which could be
achieved by employing the social lens.
As some previously forced migrants decide to come back, they are bringing some new
skills to the country. Knowledge is changing. This is a societal dimension.
I mean these are some skills and some knowledge what they [diaspora] are bringing into the
country whether they come here and leave after a few years or they just do some kind of a
research and include this country in it whenever, but then the knowledge starts circulating.
(decision maker, Bosnian citizen, Tourism Association)
Further, a significant number of international agencies in Bosnia have the task of assist-
ing tourism development. Initially, they are guests. Their involvement in the development
of the sector transforms them into hosts. On the other side, many native Bosnians left the
country during the turmoil. They were supposed to be the hosts. After the turmoil they
come to their native places as tourists. They are transformed. Do they really feel like
guests? Observing hospitality in a generic social context allows the field of reconciliation
to emerge as one of the consequences of the emerging rapport between Bosnian forced
migrants, the new hosts and the international community, which is also in a process of
a transformation into hosts. This is a rapport which deserves attention in the post-conflict
socio-cultural context. However, it risks being unheard as hospitality is still marginalised
in generic social science settings.
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Conclusions
This paper has focused mainly on the first and third tiers of the social lens, i.e. host/guest
transaction and socio-cultural dimension of a post-conflict setting. The accent of this paper
has been to show the multidimensional nature of the host–guest transaction through
observing this relationship as a social phenomenon. For social scientists, it is clear that
hospitality is not just about an encounter with a guest (Rosello, 2001) and providing a
service. A more generic approach to hospitality sees host–guest relationships as a
social phenomenon. The paper draws upon the host–guest relationship in a context of
forced migrants visiting their previous homes arguing that this particular host–guest
relationship does not have any meaning if analysed only through the commercial aspect
of this relationship. A narrower approach sees host–guest relationships only through
their commercial character. The hospitality social lens framework clearly shows the multi-
dimensionality of the phenomenon. Even the politics of space, types and sites have multi-
dimensional meanings. This paper presented on the issue of diaspora that the host–guest
relationship is transformable and multidimensional. Moreover, the question is whether the
transformation is really needed. A Bosnian forced migrant, who brings his/her friends
from the adoptive country to holiday in Bosnia, acts as a host. Therefore this research
would like to conclude that the real meaning of diasporic visitation of the previous
home country could not be perceived if looking only through the commercial perspective
of that relationship. This particular transaction needs to be perceived as a social phenom-
enon. This research argues that when it comes to the diasporic tourism experience, the host
and guest roles are rather transformative. The previous host became the guest if perceived
through the commercial lens. However, in a wider social context he or she is not a guest.
Perceiving this relationship only through its commercial lens limits understanding. It risks
excluding the aspect of reconciliation and social catharsis happening as a by-product of the
rapport between the new and the old hosts. Therefore this research argues for a critical
theory perspective in hospitality research in order to emancipate those marginalised
voices in the field of hospitality and argues for perceiving hospitality through this wider
socio-cultural context.
In social sciences, hospitality is a heavily marginalised field. Hospitality needs
emancipatory knowledge and therefore a critical theory perspective. In the field of
tourism, business and management, hospitality is observed only through the commercial
relationships between the hosts and the guests, with the main theme being operational
efficiency. Looking through a hospitality social lens, tourism is actually a component of
hospitality; it is an industrial and commercial part. However, looking from the strict
commercial perspective, tourism is a broader umbrella term and hospitality is a part of
the tourism concept. Tourism is about destinations, whether a city, a part of the city, a
region, a geographical area, a national park, a country, a continent, etc. Hospitality con-
cerns hotels, restaurants and entertainment facilities. Tourism concerns a total destination,
a macro perspective, and an industry. In commercial terms this is correct. However,
looking from a slightly different position, from a position of researching the relationships
between people in society, host–guest relations, a core of hospitality, one realises that the
meaning of hospitality is much more than tourism.
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